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Abstract
Nelson, Jennifer Powers. EdD. The University of Memphis. May 2014. The
Relationship Between Teacher Candidates Performance on the Praxis II Principles of
Learning and Teaching (K-6) and Performance on the edTPA Elementary Literacy
Assessment. Major Professor: Deborah Lowther, PhD.
The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship between the scores
teacher candidates obtained on the Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT): Grades K6 and the edTPA Elementary Literacy and identify any influence of ethnicity, gender,
and/or GPA on the performance of teacher candidates. Since some research about the
PLT suggest the exam is not an effective means to predict the readiness of new teachers,
several states have or are considering using a performance-based assessment, particularly
the edTPA, as a replacement of the PLT. However, the question becomes, do teacher
candidates who perform well on the PLT also do well on a performance-based
assessment, such as the edTPA? If not, what relationships, if any, exist between the two
measures? Do the relationships between performance on the PLT and the edTPA differ
by ethnicity or gender? Do students who have high as compared to lower grade point
averages (GPA) perform differently?
This quantitative study was conducted using secondary analysis from 69 teacher
candidates from a dual K-6 and Special Education licensure area undergraduate program
in a Tennessee university. Several hierarchical multiple regressions were analyzed and
data revealed a statistically significant relationship among GPA, PLT and edTPA. No
statistically significant differences were found when gender or ethnicity were considered.
An additional finding indicated edTPA subscores were intercorrelated while the PLT
subtests were not. These findings suggest the PLT is not as rigorous of a test as the
edTPA and they do not assess some of the same components. The PLT is a traditional
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standardized test and all the subtests are stand-alone measures that have very little
overlap. In contrast, the edTPA shows to be intercorrelated and each task builds upon
one another.
Although data from this research showed positive relationships between the edTPA
and the PLT, the findings suggest edTPA as a more viable licensure assessment option.
Compared to the PLT, the edTPA is more sustainable because of the positive
relationships between key categories and the real-world nature of a performance-based
assessment and the P-12 classroom.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Improving student achievement has been at the forefront of educational policy for the
last decade. Educational organizations, policy makers, and communities across the nation
are focusing on teacher quality as one of the major influences of improving student
achievement. Among the many influences that play a role in student achievement,
teacher preparation programs are beginning to be closely examined by policymakers and
educational reformers. The Teacher Prep Review by the National Council on Teacher
Quality (2013) posits for many years K-12 education has been scrutinized in relationship
to improving student achievement and teacher preparation programs have gone
unexamined in the national effort to improve student achievement. The review also states
that many preparation programs are graduating new teachers who lack the needed skills
to effectively teach the over a million students a year who are already behind in their
learning. The need for improving teacher preparation has made the national education
agenda.
For years State Departments of Education have required teacher candidates to
successfully complete a teacher education program and pass multiple standardized
licensure exams in order to begin a teaching career. However, there is increasingly more
scrutiny regarding the validity of licensure exams to determine the preparedness of a
novice teacher (Crowe, 2010). This concern has led to the introduction of using
performance-based assessments as a means to determine the readiness of a new teacher
with edTPA emerging as a nationally recognized capstone teacher performance
assessment. While standardized exams remain part of the requirements for obtaining a
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teacher license, some states either use or give the option of using the edTPA in place of a
pedagogical standardized test. This research examined the relationship between teacher
candidate performance on the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (K-6) and
performance on the edTPA Elementary Literacy assessment. Participants were in the
final semester of a teacher preparation program in Tennessee.
The Tennessee State Department of Education requires teacher candidates to pass a
variety of Praxis II Series exams for licensure and provides the option to use the edTPA.
The Board of Regents for the teacher preparation program of this study requires teacher
candidates to pass the edTPA as a preservice teacher education requirement. Thus, the
participants in this study must complete their Praxis II Series exams and the edTPA to
obtain a teaching license in Tennessee.
The Praxis II Series tests are designed to measure the content and pedagogical
knowledge of candidates completing teacher preparation programs. One required test for
all PreK-12 licensure areas is the Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) exam. The
test is designed to measure general pedagogical knowledge in different grade ranges. The
PLT contains multiple-choice and constructed-response questions related to two case
histories. The PLT purports to measure five categories related to teaching: 1) students as
learners, 2) instructional process, 3) assessment, 4) professional development, leadership,
and community, and 5) analysis of instruction scenarios (Educational Testing Services,
2013c). What the PLT exam does not measure is a candidate’s actual teaching skills
(Educational Testing Services, 2013a), which are assessed with the edTPA.
The edTPA is a preservice performance-based assessment developed by teacher
educators as a measure of classroom readiness. It is a capstone event completed by
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teacher candidates during the last semester of their teacher education program. The
edTPA is a subject specific assessment where candidates plan, describe, videotape,
analyze, and evaluate a series of 3-5 interconnected lessons that include student work
samples, differentiated instruction, and use of formative and summative assessments.
The assessment consists of three tasks: Planning for Instruction and Assessment,
Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning and Assessing Student Learning. Special
attention is given to academic language, special education needs, and English as a Second
Language.
Statement of the Problem
Since most research about the PLT suggest the exam is not an effective means to
predict the readiness of new classroom teachers, State Departments of Education are
looking at finding an effective alternative assessment (Hill, Hansen, & Stumbo, 2011).
Currently several states have or are considering using a performance-based assessment,
particularly the edTPA, as a replacement of the PLT. Ohio and Tennessee are two states
that are presently allowing candidates to submit a passing score on the edTPA in place of
the PLT. However, the question becomes, is the edTPA an appropriate measure to
replace the PLT? Do students who perform well on the PLT also do well on a
performance- based assessment, such as the edTPA? If not, what relationships, if any,
exist between the two measures? Do the relationships between performance on the PLT
and the edTPA differ by ethnicity or gender? Do students who have high as compared to
lower grade point averages (GPA) perform differently? These questions led to the focus
and purpose of this study.
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Purpose and Research Question
The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship between the scores that
teacher candidates obtained on the PLT: Grades K-6 and the edTPA Elementary Literacy
and participant characteristics that may influence relationships. This study was be guided
by three research questions:
Research Question 1: What is the strength of relationship among teacher candidate
intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, their scores on the five subtests of
the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT), their three subscores on the
Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), and their composite scores on these two
instruments?
Research Question 2: Is there a statistically significant relationship among the
following pairs of Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) subscores
considered as predictor variables and Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)
subscores considered as criterion variables, after controlling for the effect of teacher
candidate intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, and their PLT subscores:
a. PLT “Students as Learners” and edTPA “Planning”
b. PLT “Instructional Process” and edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students
in Learning”
c. PLT “Assessment” and edTPA “Assessing Student Learning”
d. PLT “Professional Development, Leadership and Community” and edTPA
“Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning”
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e. PLT “Analysis of Instructional Scenarios” and 1) edTPA “Planning,” 2)
edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning,” and 3) edTPA
“Assessing Student Learning”
Research Question 3: After controlling for the effects of student intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, what is the strength of relationship among
students’ composite scores on the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT)
and their composite scores on the Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)?
Limitations and Delimitations
This study has the following limitations/delimitations.
1. The population will consist of teacher candidates from a single undergraduate K6/Special Education dual license education program. The study will examine the
largest program in the institution and other licensure areas will not be
investigated.
2. The data collected for this study will come from the same higher education
institution. Course consistency, guidelines, and roles and responsibilities contain
institutional continuity.
3. The time frame and participants will be limited to the spring 2013 semester.
4. The study will be limited in gender due to the specific program of study. The
institution being studied contains few male teacher candidates.
5. The participants in this study took and passed the PLT: Grades K-6 and the
edTPA Elementary Literacy.
6. The participants were required to receive a passing score on the PLT in order to
complete the edTPA. The PLT is an institutional licensure requirement.
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7. For this particular study, homogeneity of groups and location is presumed.
8. The multiplicity of the homogeneous populations confines the possibilities of
larger implications and generalizations.
Significance of the Study
This study will provide preliminary findings that may be useful to higher education
teacher preparation programs and State Departments of Education concerning the
relationship between a standardized licensure exam that measures pedagogy and a
performance-based assessment that is designed to demonstrate and measure the
knowledge and skills deemed by edTPA as needed to be an effective new teacher. These
finding may also be useful to licensing agencies when determining if a performancebased assessment could replace the traditionally used standardized PLT exam.
Furthermore, Colleges of Education will be able to gain new insights into the edTPA and
its potential use in planning and implementing the edTPA across program areas.
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Chapter 2
Review of Literature
In order to ensure teacher candidates can enter a classroom ready to engage every
student, demonstrate effective teaching practices, and enhance learning, a new way of
assessing teacher candidates is in order (Darling-Hammond, 2010a). The review of
literature for this research provides background information regarding required exams for
teacher licensure and detailed information about the two assessments being examined: the
standardized Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT): Grades K-6 and the
performance-based edTPA (Teacher Performance Assessment) Elementary Literacy.
This is followed by a review of literature associated with the proposed research
questions: Question 1) What is the strength of relationship among teacher candidate
intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, their scores on the five subtests of
the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT), their three subscores on the
Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), and their composite scores on these two
instruments? Question 2) Is there a statistically significant relationship among the pairs
of Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) subscores considered as predictor
variables and Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) subscores considered as
criterion variables, after controlling for the effect of teacher candidate intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, and their PLT subscores? Question 3)
After controlling for the effects of student intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and
GPA, what is the strength of relationship among students’ composite scores on the Praxis
II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) and their composite scores on the Teacher
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Performance Assessment (edTPA)? The literature review ends with a summary of key
findings supporting the rationale for this proposed research.
Standardized Assessment
Qualifications to become a teacher in the U.S. have steadily become more rigorous, as
noted by Ravitch (2003)
In the first half of the nineteenth century, the requirements for entry into teaching
were modest; new teacher had to persuade a local school board of their moral
character, and in some districts, pass a test of their general knowledge. In 1834,
Pennsylvania became the first state to require future teachers to pass a test of reading,
writing, and arithmetic. By 1867, most states required teachers to pass a locally
administered test to gets a state certificate, which usually included not only the basic
skills, but also U.S. history, geography, spelling, and grammar. (p. 1)
By the 1960s, the responsibility for testing teachers had shifted to the states and
expanded the focus to include both content and pedagogical knowledge (Angrist &
Guryan, 2005). The educational reform in the 1990’s marked the reauthorization of the
Title II of the Higher Education Act (P.L. 105-244) in which institutions were required to
report licensure test results for teacher education program completers (US DOE, 1998).
The National Teachers Exam (NTE), also known as the Praxis series tests, was developed
to meet these new requirements and caused a movement among many states to implement
the Praxis II series for teacher certification (Sutton, 2004).
Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT): Grades K-6
As a replacement for the National Teacher Examination (NTE), Praxis II exams were
created to test candidates on content-specific pedagogy and specific content knowledge.
Test questions focus on candidate knowledge of how to teach content, address problems
students might encounter, and ways to assess student knowledge and skills (Gitomer &
Qi, 2010). As a result, many states adopted Praxis II exams as part of licensure
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requirements. Currently, 44 states and the District of Columbia, Guam, U.S. Virgin
Islands, and Department of Defense Education Activity (DoDEA) require teacher
candidates to pass a Praxis II exam in order to receive certification (Educational Testing
Service, 2014). States have the choice of selecting Praxis II tests for each licensure area
and the passing scores for the designated tests. As a result, 22 states, Guam, and DoDEA
require candidates to pass the PLT: Grades K-6 test for licensure. The 2013 required
passing score across these states ranged from 145 to 167 (Educational Testing Service,
2013b).
The PLT: Grades K-6 standardized test is designed to assess a new teacher’s
knowledge and understanding of pedagogy. The test measures candidate’s knowledge of
child development, learning processes, instructional practices, differentiating to meet
learner need, educational psychology, and professional concerns. The test encompasses
the K-6 grade range with multiple-choice and constructed-response questions related to
two case histories. The test focuses on five categories: 1) students as learners, 2)
instructional process, 3) assessment, 4) professional development, leadership and
community, and 5) analysis of instruction scenarios (Educational Testing Service,
2013c). What the PLT exam does not measure is a candidate’s skills related to teacher
effectiveness (Educational Testing Service, 2013a). The PLT: Grades K-6 Test at a
Glance is included as Appendix A.
While the PLT measures a teacher candidate’s ability to apply pedagogical
knowledge to school-based scenarios (Kirchner, Evans, & Norman, 2010), there are
critics who do not believe the PLT is an effective way to measure the knowledge and
skills required of a beginning teacher. The Committee on Assessment and Teacher
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Quality (Mitchel, Robinson, Plake, & Knowles, 2001) found that even the well-designed
standardized test cannot measure all of the prerequisites needed for novice teachers to be
effective and it has not been shown to predict teacher effectiveness., Margolis, and Case
(2006) reported that a passing score on a licensure exam could be viewed as a
prerequisite for acceptable practice, but not a guarantee. It is suggested that the Praxis II
exams such as the PLT portray either decontextualized or unrealistic learning situations
(Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Klein, 1995). Further, Crow (2010) reported that the Praxis
II exams have little value as an accountability mechanism, do not indicate how well
teachers will perform, and do not directly measure what teachers do in the classroom (p.
7).
Currently, the Tennessee (TN) State Department of Education requires teacher
candidates to pass a series of Praxis II exams at or above the State’s minimum cut scores
to obtain a teacher license. Until 2013, all initial license applicants in TN were required
to take one of the PLT exams. However, due to the concerns with the effectiveness of a
standardized test to assess teacher preparedness to teach, the Tennessee State Department
of Education now offers the option to use a performance-based assessment, the edTPA,
rather than the PLT exam.
Performance-Based Assessments
Stecher (2010) cogently defines a performance assessment as a collection of
performance tasks. A performance task is a “structured situation in which stimulus
materials and a request for information or action are presented to an individual, who
generates a response that can be rated for quality using explicit standards. The standards
may apply to the final product or to the process of creating it” (p. 3). Stecher goes into
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greater depth by first stating that the task is structured and controlled which allows
multiple people to use the same assessment and allow comparison among the users. The
performance task offers opportunities for unconstrained options versus the typical
multiple choice testing. The task must provide guidance indicating what is expected to
produce a successful response. Finally, the responses are such that they can be scored to
a clear set of standards.
Performance assessments are not new in the educational environment and have been
used in classrooms as a way to assess student knowledge and basic skills. The United
States saw a dramatic movement in the late 1980’s and 1990’s from the inauthentic
classroom based multiple-choice testing to performance assessments (Stecher, 2010).
Within a performance assessment, students have the opportunity to demonstrate higher
levels of learning through an assortment of engaging activities. Students have the ability
to construct their knowledge, gauge their cognitive thinking and reasoning skills, and
apply their learning to solve important issues. In return, teachers receive valuable
information about what and how to teach and are able to reflect on future learning and the
educational process as it affects teaching and learning (Darling-Hammond & Adamson,
2010; Madaus & O’Dwyer, 1999).
Today performance assessments are being utilized as part of classroom instruction
and evaluation and to assess inservice teacher effectiveness. Teacher performance
assessments help evaluate what teachers do in the classroom and provide evidence of
student learning. Darling-Hammond (2010a) claims that teacher performance
assessments have been able to forecast teachers’ contributions to student learning gains
better than traditional teacher tests and are more reliably scored than administrative

!

11!

!
observations. One of the most well known teacher performance assessments currently
being used is the National Board of Certification created in 1987 by the National Board
for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) (Darling-Hammond, 2010b). Educators
who score high on the National Board Certification process have shown to positively
impact student value-added achievement gains (Newton, 2010). The standards-based
approach provides a framework for what proficient teaching looks like in a specific
content area. The NBPTS took these standards and created a teacher performance
assessment for inservice teachers to use as a way to demonstrate evidence of effective
teaching practices including written commentary, lesson plans, video-recorded teaching,
and artifacts of student learning (Darling-Hammond, 2010b). The key to these standards
are based on what teachers need to know as well as what they need to be able to do in
their classroom (Sandholtz & Shea, 2012).
Preservice Performance Assessment
Due to NBPTS’s success and the ever-increasing attention on teacher accountability,
efforts have been made by the Council of Chief State School Officers to create InTASC
standards for beginning teacher licensing that reflect professional teaching standards and
incorporate student learning standards (CCSSO, 2011). Utilizing the idea of teacher
effectiveness and shifting it from the use of in-service teachers to pre-service teachers is a
way to prepare teacher candidates to be effective early in their careers.
During the last decade increased attention has been given to teacher performance
assessment as a more viable method for assessing preservice teachers’ knowledge and
skills and to promote teacher learning and reflective teaching (Chung, 2008). Research in
this area suggests the use of performance assessments as part of the pre-service
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experience could benefit the teacher candidate and their future students. It could
potentially predict a teacher candidate’s success with students, provide meaningful data
on candidates, assist with educational programs, provide expectations for beginning
teaching, and lay out a course of individualized educational improvement (DarlingHammond & Adamson, 2010; Hill et al., 2011). It is predicted the assessments will
stimulate candidate learning through reflection on professional standards that act as
benchmarks by which performances can be measured (Hammerness, Darling-Hammond,
Grossman, Rust, & Shulman, 2005). Additionally, performance assessments can be a
useful measure of teacher candidate ability as well as a way to evaluate teacher education
programs for state accountability and program accreditation (Pecheone & Chung, 2006).
Starting in 1998, California mandated all teacher education programs to implement a
performance assessment as part of their teaching credential system. From this mandate
the Performance Assessment for California Teachers (PACT) was formed in 2002
(Pecheone & Chung, 2006). The PACT assessment was developed by Stanford
University with the help of teacher educators and was created to mimic the National
Board Certification process and the Connecticut’s Beginning Education Support and
Training program (Hill et al., 2011). The idea behind PACT was to develop a multiple
measures performance approach to determine the preparedness of new teachers
(Pecheone & Chung, 2006). The PACT assessment requires candidates to document their
lesson plans, teach a unit, videotape their teaching, analyze student learning, and reflect
on their teaching. The assessment is aggregated by subject areas and defines the
knowledge and skills that are valued by each content area and specific standards of
effective teaching (van Es & Conroy, 2009).
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PACT has been effective in being a dependable, valid, and robust assessment for
improving teacher ability and program quality (Darling-Hammond, 2010a). Peck,
Gallucci, and Sloan (2010) discovered that faculty involvement around PACT can
promote engaged dialogue among teacher educators and stimulate the change process in
teacher education programs. Research by Newton (2010) looked into teacher
effectiveness. The study investigated a small group of pilot tests tracking value-added
scores of students from teachers who completed PACT. Based on the findings, Newton’s
research on the preliminary group of California teachers who completed the PACT
assessment revealed a positive impact on teacher effectiveness as measured by students’
value-added achievement gains.
While studies are being conducted following candidates in the classroom, there is also
a line of research exploring the candidate’s perspective of completing the PACT during
their last semester in a teacher education program. Chung’s (2008) research strongly
suggests candidates learned valuable information as associated student learning,
differentiated instruction, planning, assessing student learning, and reflection.
Okhremtchouk et al. (2009) found PACT had an effect on the candidates’ student
teaching experience and an overall positive impact on their teaching. The participants
stated that going through PACT helped them think about their planning and assessments
in a meaningful way and the use of videotaping helped them to reflect on their teaching
practices. Additionally, Pecheone and Chung (2006) found the more candidate support
given by university supervisors, mentor teachers and faculty will promote a positive
learning experience and possibly stronger performances on the assessment. PACT results
have shown to not only be an effective measure for determining what beginning teachers
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need to be ready to teach when they enter a classroom but it also generates program
improvement.
As a result of the work from PACT, the preliminary findings on teacher effectiveness,
and the need to achieve the 21st century skills, The American Association of College of
Teacher Education (AACTE), the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), and
Stanford University created the Teacher Performance Assessment Consortium (TPAC).
The idea behind the consortium was to create and implement the first nationally available
teacher performance assessment that would be valid, reliable, and implemented during
the final stage of initial licensure. With the support of multiple stakeholders and the Race
to the Top grant program, TPAC developed the Teacher Performance Assessment
(edTPA) (edTPA, 2013).
The Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)
The edTPA was created as a system and an accountability measure to promote
teacher effectiveness. Designed after PACT, the edTPA contains similar requirements as
the National Board Certification and is linked to standards for student learning and
aligned with the CCSSO’s InTASC and Common Core State Standards, and the Council
for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) Standards (edTPA, 2013). The
edTPA is comparable to other professional exams that require application of skills such
as medical licensing exams, the bar exam, and the architecture exam. The goal of the
edTPA covers the following five main areas:
1. Assist candidates in developing the confidence and skills needed to be a
successful teacher in all types of schools
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2. Provides uniformity across states that confirm teaching ability and classroom
readiness
3. Evaluates candidates’ ability to differentiate instruction for all learners including
special education students and English language learners
4. Provides data that can be used to improve teacher education programs and review
program curriculum, and
5. Produces evidence of teacher performance (American Association of Colleges for
Teacher Education, 2012).
The edTPA assessments are designed to cover multiple subject areas ranging from
early childhood to high school and are used for determining the strength of a candidate’s
teaching knowledge and skills as it is applied in a real teaching situation (Newton, 2010).
The edTPA is a summative capstone event completed by candidates during the last
semester of their teacher education program, which typically involves full-time
placement in a classroom of their designated area of teacher preparation. The goal is for
the candidate to plan, describe, videotape, analyze, and evaluate a series of 3-5 subject
specific lessons referred to as a learning segment. The learning segment is composed of a
series of common themed lessons that build upon one another in a sequential manner,
offer differentiated instruction, and utilize a myriad of formative and summative
assessments. According to Pecheone and Chung (2006), the segment is designed to
measure candidate’s knowledge and skills of teaching, knowledge of students, and
instructional context in creating and implementing sound instructional decisions. The
assessment gives the candidates opportunities to reflect on their practice and make the
necessary change as learning occurs. Special attention is also given in evaluating student
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work samples, academic language, special needs, and English as a Second Language.
Features of the edTPA are included as Appendix B.
Working through the edTPA process, candidate learning is stimulated by developing
rationales for their teaching decisions to better understand how their classroom
performance impacts student learning (Hammerness et al., 2005). The edTPA is more
systematic than traditional student teaching with regard to what teachers should know and
be able to demonstrate. Candidates are evaluated against a set of professional standards
that primarily focuses on student learning and what successful teachers should look like
(Darling-Hammond, 2010a).
Beginning in 2012, the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) offered the option for
universities within its system to implement the edTPA. In 2013-14, TBR mandated use
of a performance-based assessment for all teacher licensure programs. Along with the
TBR institutions, other Tennessee universities have elected to use the edTPA as another
measurement to gauge teacher preparedness.
Preservice Use of Standardized Testing vs. Performance Assessments
For many years most teacher candidates have received a teaching license by
demonstrating basic levels of knowledge through standardized testing. As of 2010, states
had more than 1,100 exams that are designed to measure basic knowledge and skills,
content knowledge, and pedagogy for beginning teachers (Duncan, 2010). Crowe (2010)
noted that most of the licensure exams measure eighth-grade knowledge and do not
predict teacher effectiveness. Standardized licensure tests have not been shown to
determine how well teachers will do in the classroom, to directly measure pedagogy, or
link to student outcomes. Since states have the ability to set cut off scores, which vary

!

17!

!
greatly from state to state and are low enough to ensure most people pass, initial licensure
tests also lack the ability to measure program quality. Although the current paper-pencil
or computerized test can measure some prerequisites of competent beginning teachers,
the tests only measure a small portion of what is required to be an effective educator
(Crowe, 2010). As a result of standardized testing criticism and a need to have greater
accountability, the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE) shifted from a set of process standards that regulated teacher education
curriculum to a set of standards that demand an efficient assessment system that measures
candidate performance (Arends, 2006). In order to look deeper into the skills all new
teachers should know and be able to apply, in 2005, teacher education professionals
began working towards creating productive strategies for evaluating outcomes (DarlingHammond, 2006). This has lead many states and universities to adopt a performancebased assessment intended to measure candidates’ use of pedagogical and content
knowledge as the basis for licensure and to better predict teachers’ classroom
effectiveness (Darling-Hammond, Wei, & Johnson, 2009). Subsequently, DarlingHammond (2010a) called for a well-crafted assessment that is trustworthy, valid and
nationally available. The assessment would create a common standard for teaching that
is similar in other skilled professions and could influence improvements in pedagogy and
professional development.
According to the Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning and Equity edTPA
Summary Report (2013), more than half of the United States and the District of Columbia
are implementing the edTPA in their teacher licensure programs. Among those 34 states,
six states (Washington, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Tennessee, New York, and Hawaii) have
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state policy in effect. Twenty-two of the 34 states have at least one teacher education
program participating in the edTPA and five states are considering using the edTPA for
program completion or licensure.
Summary
Qualifications for becoming a teacher have increased over the past decade, in part of
the 1990s educational reform efforts. A shift to more rigorous standards has been
implemented to close the achievement gap and demonstrate effective teaching practices.
The need to demonstrate the ability to take control of a classroom begins at the teacher
preparation program level. The established standardized exam requirement brought forth
by the reform is proving to be an ineffective way to judge classroom readiness and a call
for a new way of assessing teacher candidates is necessary. The following is a summary
of key findings supporting the rationale for this proposed research.
The execution of the Title II of the Higher Education Act (P.L. 105-244) started the
accountability measure to have all teacher candidates take a series of standardized tests to
gauge classroom readiness. The PLT has been accepted as the standard by many states
due to the ability to measure new teacher’s knowledge and understanding of pedagogy.
With a focus on planning, teaching, and assessment, it has been the most widely used
assessment for licensure requirements and Title II accountability. Through the use of
standardized tests came disapproval from teacher educators who did not believe a paperpencil test was an effective way to measure the knowledge and skills of a novice teacher.
Advocates (Clauser et al., 2006; Crow, 2010; Darling-Hammond, et al., 1995; Mitchel et
al., 2001) claim that standardized tests such as the PLT cannot accurately measure the
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needs of beginning teachers, are not a guarantee for effective teaching, represents
unrealistic learning scenarios, and holds little accountability.
The introduction of PACT and edTPA has caused many higher education institutions
to think about current licensure policies and the need to effectively measure teacher
candidates. Research on preservice teacher performance assessments has shown
favorable insight as being an effective way to display successful pedagogy, assess
classroom readiness, gauge program quality, and measure teacher effectiveness (Chung,
2008; Darling-Hammond, 2010a; Darling-Hammond et al., 2010; Newton, 2010;
Okhremtchouk et al., 2009; Pecheone et al., 2006; van Es et al., 2009). With staunch
supporters such as AACTE and the alignment of Common Core State Standards, the
edTPA is on its way to being a steadfast preservice performance based assessment that
has the ability to demonstrate and promote teacher success.
Over the past decade, the way the United States has been assessing teacher candidates
has not been proven effective and is not the correct solution for teacher education. Based
on the research in this literature review and the need to have better accountability
measures, investigating the relationship between the edTPA and the PLT is in order. This
research could be particularly valuable for higher education institutions, Departments of
Education, and policy makers as higher accountability measures are expected in P-12
classrooms and teacher preparation programs.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
This chapter describes the quantitative methodology for the research study. The
chapter begins with the restatement of the research purpose and questions, and then
describes the research site, participants, instruments, procedures, research design, and
data analysis.
Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between the scores that
teacher candidates obtained on the PLT and the edTPA and identify any influence of
ethnicity, gender, and/or GPA on the outcomes. This study is guided by three research
questions:
Research Question 1: What is the strength of relationship among teacher candidate
intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, their scores on the five subtests of
the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT), their three subscores on the
Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), and their composite scores on these two
instruments?
Research Question 2: Is there a statistically significant relationship among the
following pairs of Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) subscores
considered as predictor variables and Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)
subscores considered as criterion variables, after controlling for the effect of teacher
candidate intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, and their PLT subscores:
a. PLT “Students as Learners” and edTPA “Planning”
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b. PLT “Instructional Process” and edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students
in Learning”
c. PLT “Assessment” and edTPA “Assessing Student Learning”
d. PLT “Professional Development, Leadership and Community” and edTPA
“Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning”
e. PLT “Analysis of Instructional Scenarios” and 1) edTPA “Planning,” 2)
edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning,” and 3) edTPA
“Assessing Student Learning”
Research Question 3: After controlling for the effects of student intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, what is the strength of relationship among
students’ composite scores on the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT)
and their composite scores on the Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)?
Site of Research
This study was conducted in a higher education institution in an urban city with over
one million residents. The accredited institution hosts over twenty-two thousand
students. Within this institution, the College of Education is one of the largest colleges
and enrolls more than 3,000 students in both its undergraduate and graduate nationally
accredited professional programs. The college offers 14 different P-12 program areas as
well as multiple certificates and endorsements.
Participants
Data from 69 teacher candidates from a duel K-6 and Special Education licensure
undergraduate program in the College of Education was used for this study. All of the
candidates were admitted in the Teacher Education Program (TEP) and had met the
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requirements to complete the second half of their yearlong residency, or Residency 2,
during the last semester of their undergraduate degree in the 2013 spring semester. In
Residency 1, the candidates were placed with a classroom teacher/Preservice Instructive
Mentor (PIM) (Murley, Nelson, & Flynt, 2012) who earned top evaluation scores, raised
student achievement, and volunteered to mentor a teacher candidate. The candidates
completed this first residency semester with their PIM on Mondays and Tuesdays,
attended university classes on Wednesdays and Thursdays, and attended a residency
seminar on selected Fridays. During the second semester, or Residency 2, the teacher
candidates were placed back with the same PIM and classroom five days a week for an
entire semester. Prior to Residency 2, the candidates were required to take and pass the
Praxis II PLT: Grades K-6 exam, whereas, candidates were also required to complete the
edTPA Elementary Literacy during Residency 2. Participant intake characteristics of
gender, ethnicity, and GPA are presented in Chapter 4 Results.
Instruments
Two instruments were used for this study: the Praxis II PLT: Grades K-6 and the
Elementary Literacy edTPA. Specifically, data consists of participant scores from all five
sections and composite score of the Praxis II PLT: Grades K-6 as well as from the 15
rubrics and composite score of the Elementary Literacy edTPA. Descriptions of each
assessment are below.
Praxis II PLT: Grades K-6 (PLT)
The PLT test is designed to measure pedagogical knowledge in grade ranges K-6 for
the following content categories and subcategories.
1. Students as Learners
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•

Student Development and the Learning Process

•

Students as Diverse Learners

•

Student Motivation and Learning Environment

2. Instructional Process
•

Planning Instruction

•

Instructional Strategies

•

Questioning Techniques

•

Communication Techniques

3. Assessment
•

Assessment and Evaluation Strategies

•

Assessment Tools

4. Professional Development, Leadership, and Community
5. Analysis of Instructional Scenarios
The PLT: Grades K-6 contains seventy multiple-choice and four constructed-response
questions related to two case histories. Candidate responses are used to assess knowledge
of the five content areas. The candidate’s total number of correct multiple-choice items
and the ratings of the constructed response questions determine the PLT score. The
ratings of the constructed response questions derive from two or more professional
educators practicing in the content area that have been trained and calibrated. The raw
score is converted to a scaled score that modifies for the difficulty of the test. Depending
on the PLT category, teacher candidates can earn a maximum score of 14-20 on each
subtest and receive a maximum overall score of 200. Teacher candidates in this study
needed to achieve a minimum score of 158 to pass the PLT Grades K-6 test.
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edTPA Elementary Literacy
The second instrument for this study is the edTPA Elementary Literacy. The edTPA
engages the candidates in the completion of three teaching tasks:
Task 1: Planning for Instruction and Assessment
Task 2: Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning
Task 3: Assessing Student Learning
The tasks require candidates to plan, describe, videotape, analyze, and evaluate a
series of 3-5 subject specific sequential lessons that include student work samples,
differentiated instruction, and use of formative and summative assessments. The scoring
is guided by 15 rubrics, or five sets of rubrics for each of the three tasks, as the following
2013 Elementary Literacy Assessment Handbook illustrates:
Task 1: Planning for Instruction and Assessment
Rubric 1: Planning for Literacy Learning
•

How do the candidate’s plans build students’ literacy skills and an essential
strategy for comprehending or composing test?

Rubric 2: Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs
•

How does the candidate use knowledge of his/her students to target support
for students’ literacy learning?

Rubric 3: Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning
•

How does the candidate use knowledge of his/her students to justify
instructional plans?

Rubric 4: Identifying and Supporting Language Demands
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•

How does the candidate identify and support language demands associated
with a key literacy-learning task?

Rubric 5: Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning
•

How are the information and formal assessments selected or designed to
monitor students’ use of the essential strategy and requisite skills to
comprehend or compose text?

Task 2: Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning
Rubric 6: Learning Environment
•

How does the candidate demonstrate a positive literacy learning environment
that supports students’ engagement in learning?

Rubric 7: Engaging Students in Learning
•

How does the candidate actively engage students in integrating strategies and
skills to comprehend or compose text?

Rubric 8: Deepening Student Learning
•

How does the candidate elicit student responses to promote thinking and
develop literacy skills and the essential literacy strategy to comprehend and/or
compose text?

Rubric 9: Subject-Specific Pedagogy
•

How does the candidate support students to apply the essential literacy
strategy?

Rubric 10: Analyzing Teaching Effectiveness
•

How does the candidate use evidence to evaluate and change teaching practice
to meet students’ varied learning needs?
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Task 3: Assessing Student Learning
Rubric 11: Analysis of Student Learning
•

How does the candidate analyze evidence of student learning?

Rubric 12: Providing Feedback to Guide Further Learning
•

What type of feedback does the candidate provide to focus students?

Rubric 13: Student Use of Feedback
•

How does the candidate provide opportunities for focus students to use the
feedback to guide their further learning?

Rubric 14: Analyzing Students’ Language Use and Literacy Learning
•

How does the candidate analyze students’ use of language to develop content
understanding?

Rubric 15: Using Assessment to Inform Instruction
•

How does the candidate use the analysis of what students know and are able to
do to plan next steps in instruction?

After the candidate completes the edTPA, the written commentary, student artifacts,
and clipped video is uploaded through an e-portfolio scoring management system.
Nationally trained calibrated scorers, consisting of P-12 teachers and administrators,
university supervisors, higher education faculty, and others, who work with novice
teachers, score the subject-specific edTPA. The scorer evaluates the candidate’s portfolio
and how the candidate “plans to support subject-specific learning, enacts those plans in
ways that develop student learning, and analyzes the impact of the teaching on student
learning” (Stanford Center for Assessment, Quality and Equity, 2013, p. 16). Each
candidate receives a series of 15 scores that consists of a single score for each rubric.
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Each score ranges from 1 to 5. Thus, the three edTPA subscores (representing the three
tasks) ranges from 5 to 15, and a composite score (ranges from 5 to 75).
Procedures
The spring 2013 teacher candidates completed the Praxis II PLT: Grades K-6 data
during their pre-residency year. Candidates who met the Tennessee Praxis II PLT:
Grades K-6 qualifying score of 158 were admitted into the residency program as their
final two semesters in the teacher preparation program. Candidates who did not pass
were allowed to retake the exam by a given deadline or choose to graduate through the
non-licensing route.
Those candidates who passed the Praxis II PLT K-6 exam and completed the first
semester of their residency were able to move on to the final residency semester and
complete the edTPA. Due to the field-testing and ongoing research on the edTPA, a
state-required cut score was not available. Institutions who participated in the edTPA
were allowed to determine what was an acceptable score. The edTPA cut score used in
this study was 39. Candidates in this study who did not receive a passing score were
allowed to resubmit portions of their edTPA for local rescoring. Candidates who passed
were eligible to submit the paperwork for their initial license. Candidates who did not
pass after resubmission were required to complete Residency 2 over again the following
year.
The secondary data from the spring 2013 teacher candidates were collected from an
internal database and student records housed in the College of Education. Data collected
consisted of PLT and edTPA subscores and overall mean scores, ethnicity, gender, and
GPA. Teacher candidate demographics were recorded in digital student records with
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ethnicity and gender being recorded upon admittance into the university. Demographic
categories for ethnicity were “white” or “non-white;” for gender “male” or “female;” and
GPA data were recorded on a 4.00 scale and represent the cumulative GPA for the end of
the residency semester. Candidate identifiers are not included in the data set.
As the present study draws upon existing sources of data, combining them for
purposes not intended in their original collection, it exemplifies a particular type of social
inquiry called “secondary analysis.” Secondary data analysis can be defined as “further
analysis of an existing data-set which presents interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge
additional to, or different from, those presented in the first report on the data collection
and its results” (Hakim, 1982, p. 1). According to Hakim, specific uses to which
secondary data analyses may be utilized include:
•

Condensed reports (such as social area analysis based on selected social
indicators)

•

More detailed reports (offering additional detail on the same topic)

•

Reports which focus on a particular sub-topic (such as unemployment) or
social group (such as ethnic minority)

•

Reports angled towards a particular policy issue or question

•

Analyses based on a conceptual framework or theory not applied to the
original analysis

•

Re-analyses, which take advantage of more sophisticated analytical
techniques to test hypotheses and answer questions in a more comprehensive
and succinct manner than in the original report. (p. 1)
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Given the uses outlined, this study would appear to lend itself to secondary
analysis, as it seems to be productive of at least two of the kinds of information outlined
by Hakim. First, it is angled towards the constellation of issues regarding what constitutes
“effective teaching,” the best way to measure that construct, and the extent of correlation
between two measures to support use of one over the other. Next, because this study
brings together data from two different measures completed by the same population, the
present study applies “more sophisticated analytical techniques to . . . answer questions”
(Hakim, p. 1) that could not be addressed previously as the data were housed in different
files.
Research Design
This study used a quantitative research design involving correlational and hierarchical
multiple regression analysis. Quantitative secondary data consisting of archived PLT and
edTPA mean scores and candidate ethnicity, gender, and GPA was used for the analysis
(see Table 1).
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for the Numeric Variables Used in the Analysis (N = 69)

Variable

M

SD

PLT*
Subscore 1: Students as Learners

15.20

2.34

Subscore 2: Instructional Process

16.26

2.06

Subscore 3: Assessment

9.93

1.86

Subscore 4: Professional Development

11.07

1.57

Subscore 5: Instructional Scenarios

12.29

2.44

Overall Score

175.81

7.19

Subscore 1: Planning for Instruction and Assessment

15.16

3.24

Subscore 2: Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning

15.01

3.09

Subscore 3: Assessing Student Learning

14.04

3.21

Overall Score

44.22

8.62

GPA

3.45

0.31

edTPA**

*PLT: maximum Subscore = 14-20; maximum overall score = 200
**edTPA: maximum Subscore = 25 ; maximum overall score = 75

Data Analysis
The data analysis for the three research questions is presented below.
Research Question 1: What is the strength of relationship among teacher candidate
intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, their scores on the five subtests of
the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT), their three subscores on the
Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), and their composite scores on these two
instruments?
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To answer research question 1, zero-order correlations was obtained between the
three intake characteristics, the five PLT subscores, the three edTPA subscores, and the
composite PLT and edTPA scores.
Research Question 2: Is there a statistically significant relationship among the
following pairs of Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) subscores
considered as predictor variables and Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)
subscores considered as criterion variables, after controlling for the effect of teacher
candidate intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, and their PLT subscores:
a. PLT “Students as Learners” and edTPA “Planning”
b. PLT “Instructional Process” and edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students
in Learning”
c. PLT “Assessment” and edTPA “Assessing Student Learning”
d. PLT “Professional Development, Leadership and Community” and edTPA
“Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning”
e. PLT “Analysis of Instructional Scenarios” and 1.) edTPA “Planning,” II.)
edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning,” and iii.) edTPA
“Assessing Student Learning”
To answer all parts of research question 2, a three-block hierarchical multiple
regressions was conducted with student intake characteristics entered in the first block,
four PLT subscores entered in the second block, and the PLT score assumed as the one
most aligned to the edTPA criterion variable entered in the third block (see Table 2).
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Table 2
Alignment of PLT and edTPA Subcategories
PLT: K-6

edTPA

Students as Learners

Task 1: Planning (Rubrics 1-5)

Instructional Process

Task 2: Instructing and Engaging Students
in Learning (Rubrics 6-10)

Assessment

Task 3: Assessing Student Learning
(Rubrics 11-15)

Professional Development, Leadership
and Community

Task 2: Instructing and Engaging Students
in Learning (Rubrics 6-10)

Analysis of Instructional Scenarios

Tasks 1, 2, & 3 (Rubrics 1-15)

Research Question 3: After controlling for the effects of student intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, what is the strength of relationship among
students’ composite scores on the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT)
and their composite scores on the Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)?
To answer all parts of research question 3, a two-block hierarchical multiple
regression was conducted that controls for student intake characteristics in the first block
and subsequently regresses the composite PLT score on the composite edTPA scores.
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Chapter 4
Results
As previously discussed, the purpose of this research was to examine the relationship
between the scores teacher candidates obtained on the PLT: Grades K-6 and the edTPA
Elementary Literacy and identify any influence of ethnicity, gender, and GPA on the
outcomes. This chapter begins by providing information about the participants’ intake
characteristics followed by findings as they relate to each research question. The chapter
concludes with a summary of findings.
Participants’ Intake Characteristics
A total of 69 teacher candidates were included in the study. Intake characteristics
included in the research consisted of ethnicity, gender, and GPA. For ethnicity, 60.9% (n
= 42) were white, followed by 21.7% (n = 15) nonwhite, and 17.4% were unreported (n =
12). Regarding gender, the overwhelming majority of participants were female (95.6%, n
= 66) with a small representation of males (4.4%, n = 3). When examining GPA, the
mean score for females was 3.45 and males were 3.47. A breakout of students’ GPA by
ethnicities revealed the mean GPA scores for white candidates were 3.49, nonwhite
candidates were 3.37, and unreported ethnicity candidates were 3.42. The GPA scores
for all participants ranged from 2.74 to 4.00.
Inferential Analyses
The results of the inferential analyses are discussed and tables are present below
following each of the research questions.
Research Question 1: What is the strength of relationship among teacher candidate
intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, their scores on the five subtests of
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the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT), their three subscores on the
Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), and their composite scores on these two
instruments?
A Pearson correlation coefficient was computed to assess the relationships among the
intake characteristics, the subscores of the PLT and edTPA, and the composite scores for
both tests (see Table 3). The analysis suggests the following relationships:
PLT
•

The PLT subtests tend to be moderately correlated while the relationship
among the other variables tend to be high.

•

The PLT Instructional Process is highly correlated with the PLT Students as
Learners (r = .322, p < .01) and moderately correlated with PLT Assessment
(r = .271, p < .05).

•

The PLT subtests tend to have a lower intercorrelation collectively than the
edTPA subscores.

•

The PLT Professional Development and Instructional Scenarios do not show a
significant relationship among the PLT Instructional Process and Students as
Learners.

•

The overall PLT score is highly correlated (p < .01) to all PLT subtests,
edTPA subscores, and overall edTPA score.

•

GPA was only moderately correlated with PLT Students as Learners (r = .261,
p < .05) and the overall PLT score (r = .308, p < .05) and did not show any
significant relationship with the other PLT subtests.

•

!

Gender and ethnicity did not show any significant relationships with the PLT.
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•

Gender is inversely correlated (r = -.318, p < .01) to PLT Instructional
Scenarios.

edTPA
•

The edTPA subscores tend to have a high intercorrelation among the
subscores.

•

The edTPA subscores tend to have the strongest relationship with the PLT
Students as Learners and Instructional Process whereas; there was no
significant relationship among the edTPA subscores and the PLT Professional
Development and Instructional Scenarios.

•

The overall edTPA score was highly correlated to all the edTPA subscores,
the overall PLT score (r = .471, p < .01), the PLT Students as Learners (r =
.376, p < .01), Instructional Process (r = .344, p < .01), and moderately to
Assessment (r = .286, p < .05).

•

GPA showed to be systematically more related to the edTPA scores than the
PLT scores.

•

Gender and ethnicity did not show any significant relationships with the
edTPA.
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Table 3
Correlation Matrix for Variables Used in the Analyses
Variable

1. PLT Students as Learners
2. PLT Instructional Process
3. PLT Assessment
4. PLT Professional Development
5. PLT Instructional Scenarios
6. EdTPA Planning for Instruction/ Assessment
7. EdTPA Instructing/Engaging Students in Learning
8. EdTPA Assessing Student Learning
9. Overal PLT Score
10. Overall EdTPA Score
11. GPA
12. Gender
13. Ethnic
*p < .05, **p < .01. (two-tailed).

2.

3.

4.

.322** .132
*

.271

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

.231 -.123 .389** .243* .384**
.185 -.129 .316** .316** .299*
.178 .053 .229 .284* .262*
.048 .061 -.109 .014
.143

.190

10.

11.

.537** .376** .261*
**
**
.154
.554 .344
**

.497

**

.491

**

.094 .511

*

.286 .216
-.011 .001
.157

.725** .711** .461** .901**
**

.736

**

.392

**

.422

**

.905

**

.904

12.

13.

.043

.064

.077

.185

.008

.053

.081

.116

**

.106 -.318 -.075
.302* -.099 .040
**

-.140

**

-.070 -.023

.327
.435

.121

.471** .308* -.124 .116
.393** -.113 .050
.010 -.065
-.243

*
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Research Question 2: Is there a statistically significant relationship among the following
pairs of Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) subscores considered as
predictor variables and Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) subscores considered
as criterion variables, after controlling for the effect of teacher candidate intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, and their PLT subscores:
a. PLT “Students as Learners” and edTPA “Planning”
b. PLT “Instructional Process” and edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students
in Learning”
c. PLT “Assessment” and edTPA “Assessing Student Learning”
d. PLT “Professional Development, Leadership and Community” and edTPA
“Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning”
e. PLT “Analysis of Instructional Scenarios” and 1) edTPA “Planning,” 2)
edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning,” and 3) edTPA
“Assessing Student Learning”
PLT Students as Learners and the edTPA Planning
When examining the results of the hierarchical regression for edTPA Planning for
Instruction and Assessment, block 1 took into account the student intake characteristics.
GPA was the only variable to show a significant relationship with Planning (t = 2.59, p =
0.012). Block 2 took in consideration the intake characteristics and the other PLT scores.
Adding in other scores, the relationship with GPA dropped out however, PLT
Instructional Process showed a significant relationship (t = 2.25, p = 0.028) with edTPA
Planning. Block 3 added an additional 8% of the variance and consisted of the intake
characteristics and all PLT scores. With 28% of the variance (R2 = .28) explained, PLT
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Students as Learners (t = 2.53, p = 0.014) is the only variable to show any significant
relationship. This hierarchical regression showed that GPA and the PLT Students as
Learners had a positive relationship with the edTPA Planning for Instruction and
Assessment (see Table 4).
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Table 4
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 1: Students as Learners on edTPA Task1: Planning for Instruction and
Assessment
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 2.48, p = .069, R2 = .10
F Change (3, 65) = 2.48, p = .069
Gender

-1.47

1.91

-0.09

-0.77

0.445

Ethnicity

0.19

0.63

0.04

0.30

0.762

GPA

3.19

1.23

0.30

2.59

0.012*

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 2.33, p = .043, R2 = .20
F Change (4, 65) = 1.94, p = .115
Gender

-1.39

2.01

-0.09

-0.69

0.491

Ethnicity

-0.07

0.63

-0.01

-0.12

0.907

GPA

2.34

1.25

0.22

1.88

0.065

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.44

0.20

0.28

2.25

0.028*

PLT 3: Assessment

0.18

0.21

0.10

0.83

0.412

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.01

0.25

-0.01

-0.05

0.960

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.16

0.17

0.12

0.97

0.336

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Students as Learners
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 2.93, p = .008, R2 = .28
F Change (1, 60) = 6.39, p = .014
Gender

-1.19

1.93

-0.08

-0.62

0.538

Ethnicity

-0.06

0.61

-0.01

-0.10

0.919

GPA

1.56

1.23

0.15

1.26

0.211

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.33

0.19

0.21

1.69

0.097

PLT 3: Assessment

0.18

0.20

0.10

0.89

0.375

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.14

0.24

-0.07

-0.58

0.564

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.22

0.16

0.16

1.36

0.178

PLT 1: Students as Learners
*p < .05.

0.43

0.17

0.31

2.53

0.014*
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PLT: Instructional Process and edTPA: Instructing and Engaging Students in
Learning
Taking the intake characteristics into account, block 1 showed GPA to be highly
correlated (t = 2.91, p = 0.005) with edTPA Instructing and Engaging Students in
Learning. When other PLT scores were included in block 2, GPA did not show a
significant relationship however; PLT Assessment revealed a relationship (t = 2.04, p =
0.046). When 5% variance was added as well as all PLT scores and the intake
characteristics in block 3, 32% of the total variance (R2 = .32) was explained and a
relationship was found between PLT Instructional Process (t = 2.02, p = 0.048) and PLT
Professional Development (t = -2.13, p = 0.037). It should be noted that the PLT
Professional Development had a negative relationship which indicates the lower a
candidate scored on the PLT Professional Development subtest could result in a higher
score on the edTPA Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning (see Table 5).
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Table 5
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 2: Instructional Process on edTPA Task 2: Instructing and Engaging
Students in Learning
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 3.53, p = .020, R2 = .14
F Change (3, 65) = 3.53, p = .020
Gender

-1.74

1.79

-0.12

-0.97

0.333

Ethnicity

0.56

0.58

0.11

0.96

0.340

GPA

3.36

1.15

0.34

2.91

0.005**

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) =3.26, p = .005, R2 = .27
F Change (4, 65) = 2.77, p = .035
Gender

-0.62

1.83

-0.04

-0.34

0.737

Ethnicity

0.68

0.57

0.14

1.19

0.239

GPA

2.07

1.17

0.21

1.77

0.082

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.30

0.16

0.23

1.91

0.060

PLT 3: Assessment

0.39

0.19

0.23

2.04

0.046*

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.44

0.23

-0.22

-1.93

0.058

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.24

0.15

0.19

1.60

0.115

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Instructional Process
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 3.51, p = .002, R2 = .32
F Change (1, 60) = 4.09, p = .048
Gender

-0.88

1.79

-0.06

-0.49

0.626

Ethnicity

0.48

0.57

0.10

0.85

0.397

GPA

1.91

1.15

0.19

1.67

0.101

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.22

0.16

0.17

1.43

0.159

PLT 3: Assessment

0.30

0.19

0.18

1.60

0.115

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.48

0.22

-0.24

-2.13

0.037*

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.27

0.15

0.21

1.81

0.075

0.36

0.18

0.24

2.02

0.048*

PLT 2: Instructional Process
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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PLT Assessment and edTPA Assessing Student Learning
When examining the results on edTPA Task 3: Assessing Student Learning, block 1
revealed a significant correlation (t = 3.90, p = .000) with GPA. After other PLT scores
were added to block 2, GPA remained significant (t = 2.86, p = 0.006) and PLT Students
as Learners also showed a significant correlation (t = 2.30, p = 0.025). Adding an
additional 2% of the variance in block 3, all PLT scores along with the intake
characteristics are significantly related to GPA (t = 2.61, p = 0.011) and PLT Students as
Learners (t = 2.32, p = 0.024) with 34% of the total variance (R2 = .34) explained. This
would indicate that GPA and PLT Students as Learners have a positive relationship with
edTPA Assessing Student Learning. It is important to note that PLT Assessment and
edTPA Assessing Student Learning did not show to have a significant relationship (see
Table 6).
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Table 6
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 3: Assessment on edTPA Task 3: Assessing Student Learning
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 5.25, p = .003, R2 = .20
F Change (3, 65) = 5.25, p = .003
Gender

-1.21

1.79

-0.08

-0.68

0.501

Ethnicity

-0.07

0.59

-0.01

-0.12

0.907

GPA

4.51

1.16

0.44

3.90

0.000**

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 4.10, p =.001, R2 = .32
F Change (4, 65) = 2.79, p = .034
Gender

-1.23

1.84

-0.08

-0.67

0.505

Ethnicity

-0.31

0.58

-0.06

-0.53

0.596

GPA

3.31

1.16

0.32

2.86

0.006**

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.37

0.16

0.27

2.30

0.025*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.32

0.18

0.21

1.79

0.079

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.16

0.23

-0.08

-0.70

0.485

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.12

0.15

0.09

0.81

0.420

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Assessment
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 3.77, p = .001, R2 = .34
F Change (1, 60) = 1.34, p = .251
Gender

-1.23

1.83

-0.08

-0.67

0.504

Ethnicity

-0.32

0.58

-0.06

-0.55

0.586

GPA

3.07

1.18

0.30

2.61

0.011*

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.37

0.16

0.27

2.32

0.024*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.28

0.18

0.18

1.50

0.139

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.20

0.23

-0.10

-0.85

0.396

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.11

0.15

0.09

0.75

0.457

0.23

0.19

0.13

1.16

0.251

PLT 3: Assessment
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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PLT Professional Development, Leadership and Community and edTPA Instructing
and Engaging Students in Learning
Stage 1 of the hierarchical regression included intake characteristics on edTPA
Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning. Once again, GPA was the only variable
that showed any significance (t = 2.91, p = 0.000). GPA lost significance in block 2 and
did not show any significant relationship with other PLT scores. With an increase of 5%
of the variance in block 3 and a total variance of 32% (R2 = .32) explained, PLT
Instructional Process showed a significant correlation (t = 2.02, p = 0.048) and PLT
Professional Development showed a negative correlation (t = -2.13, p = 0.037) (see Table
7).
Due to the repeated negative correlation and misalignment on the PLT Professional
Development, a hierarchical multiple regression was also computed with edTPA
Planning for Instruction and Assessment and edTPA Assessing Student Learning. In
Tables 8 and 9, no variance was added in Table 8 and only 1% in Table 9, results in the
PLT Professional Development showed a negative correlation on the edTPA Planning for
Instruction and Assessment (t = -2.13, p = 0.037) with 48% of the total variance (R2 =
.48) explained no relationship was found on the edTPA Assessing Student Learning (see
Tables 8 and 9).
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Table 7
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 4: Professional Development on edTPA Task 2: Instructing and Engaging
Students in Learning
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 3.53, p = .020, R2 = .14
F Change (3, 65) =3.53, p = .020
Gender

-1.74

1.79

-0.12

-0.97

0.333

Ethnicity

0.56

0.58

0.11

0.96

0.340

GPA

3.36

1.15

0.34

2.91

0.005*

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 3.18, p = .006, R2 = .27
F Change (4, 65) = 2.65, p = .042
Gender

-1.38

1.82

-0.09

-0.76

0.451

Ethnicity

0.34

0.58

0.07

0.59

0.556

GPA

2.17

1.17

0.22

1.85

0.069

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.15

0.16

0.12

0.97

0.333

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.33

0.18

0.22

1.81

0.075

PLT 3: Assessment

0.25

0.19

0.15

1.29

0.203

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.23

0.15

0.18

1.49

0.142

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Professional Development
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 3.51, p = .002, R2 = .32
F Change (1, 60) = 4.54, p = .037
Gender

-0.88

1.79

-0.06

-0.49

0.626

Ethnicity

0.48

0.57

0.10

0.85

0.397

GPA

1.91

1.15

0.19

1.67

0.101

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.22

0.16

0.17

1.43

0.159

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.36

0.18

0.24

2.02

0.048*

PLT 3: Assessment

0.30

0.19

0.18

1.60

0.115

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.27

0.15

0.21

1.81

0.075

-0.48

0.22

-0.24

-2.13

0.037*

PLT 4: Prof Development
*p < .05.
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Table 8
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 4: Professional Development on edTPA Task 1: Planning for Instruction
and Assessment
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 2.48, p = .069, R2 = .10
F Change (3, 65) = 2.48, p = .069
Gender

-1.47

1.91

-0.09

-0.77

0.445

Ethnicity

0.19

0.63

0.04

0.30

0.762

GPA

3.19

1.23

0.30

2.59

0.012*

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 3.33, p = .005, R2 = .28
F Change (4, 65) = 3.67, p = .010
Gender

-1.34

1.90

-0.08

-0.71

0.483

Ethnicity

-0.10

0.60

-0.02

-0.17

0.864

GPA

1.64

1.22

0.16

1.34

0.185

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.41

0.16

0.29

2.47

0.016*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.32

0.19

0.20

1.66

0.103

PLT 3: Assessment

0.17

0.20

0.10

0.83

0.411

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.21

0.16

0.15

1.30

0.198

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Professional Development
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 2.93, p = .008, R2 = .28
F Change (1, 60) = .337, p = .564
Gender

-1.19

1.93

-0.08

-0.62

0.538

Ethnicity

-0.06

0.61

-0.01

-0.10

0.919

GPA

1.56

1.23

0.15

1.26

0.211

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.43

0.17

0.31

2.53

0.014*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.33

0.19

0.21

1.69

0.097

PLT 3: Assessment

0.18

0.20

0.10

0.89

0.375

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.22

0.16

0.16

1.36

0.178

-0.14

0.24

-0.07

-0.58

0.564

PLT 4: Prof Development
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 9
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 4: Professional Development on edTPA Task 3: Assessing Student
Learning
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 5.25, p = .003, R2 = .20
F Change (3, 65) = 5.25, p = .003
Gender

-1.21

1.79

-0.08

-0.68

0.501

Ethnicity

-0.07

0.59

-0.01

-0.12

0.907

GPA

4.51

1.16

0.44

3.90

0.000**

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 4.22, p = .001, R2 = .33
F Change (4, 65) = 2.97, p = .026
Gender

-1.44

1.81

-0.09

-0.79

0.430

Ethnicity

-0.37

0.57

-0.07

-0.65

0.516

GPA

3.18

1.17

0.31

2.72

0.008**

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.34

0.16

0.25

2.19

0.032*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.26

0.18

0.17

1.44

0.155

PLT 3: Assessment

0.20

0.19

0.12

1.06

0.295

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.10

0.15

0.07

0.64

0.526

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Professional Development
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 3.77, p = .001, R2 = .34
F Change (1, 60) = .731, p = .396
Gender

-1.23

1.83

-0.08

-0.67

0.504

Ethnicity

-0.32

0.58

-0.06

-0.55

0.586

GPA

3.07

1.18

0.30

2.61

0.011*

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.37

0.16

0.27

2.32

0.024*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.28

0.18

0.18

1.50

0.139

PLT 3: Assessment

0.23

0.19

0.13

1.16

0.251

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios

0.11

0.15

0.09

0.75

0.457

-0.20

0.23

-0.10

-0.85

0.396

PLT 4: Prof Development
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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PLT Analysis of Instructional Scenarios and 1) edTPA Planning for Instruction and
Assessment, 2) edTPA Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning, and 3)
edTPA Assessing Student Learning
When taking into account the PLT Analysis of Instructional Scenarios and all of the
edTPA tasks (Planning for Instruction and Assessment, Instructing and Engaging
Students in Learning, and Assessing Student Learning), several findings appeared similar
to the previous hierarchical regressions. In regard to the intake characteristics in block 1,
GPA continually showed a significant correlation among all three edTPA tasks while
ethnicity and gender did not prove to have any significance. In blocks 2 and 3 the overall
significant correlation that continued to appear was PLT: Students as Learners and PLT
Instructional Process (see Tables 10, 11, and 12).
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Table 10
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 5: Instructional Scenarios on edTPA Task 1: Planning for Instruction and
Assessment
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 2.48, p = .069, R2 = .10
F Change (3, 65) = 2.48, p = .069
Gender

-1.47

1.91

-0.09

-0.77

0.445

Ethnicity
GPA

0.19
3.19

0.63
1.23

0.04
0.30

0.30
2.59

0.762
0.012*

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 3.04, p = .008, R2 = .26
F Change (4, 65) = 3.20, p = .019
Gender

-2.11

1.82

-0.13

-1.16

0.251

Ethnicity

-0.18

0.61

-0.04

-0.31

0.761

GPA

1.80

1.23

0.17

1.46

0.148

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.40

0.17

0.29

2.34

0.022*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.30

0.19

0.19

1.56

0.124

PLT 3: Assessment

0.20

0.21

0.11

0.96

0.339

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.09

0.24

-0.05

-0.39

0.695

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Instructional Scenarios
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 2.93, p = .008, R2 = .28
F Change (1, 60) = 1.86, p = .178
Gender

-1.19

1.93

-0.08

-0.62

0.538

Ethnicity

-0.06

0.61

-0.01

-0.10

0.919

GPA

1.56

1.23

0.15

1.26

0.211

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.43

0.17

0.31

2.53

0.014*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.33

0.19

0.21

1.69

0.097

PLT 3: Assessment

0.18

0.20

0.10

0.89

0.375

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.14

0.24

-0.07

-0.58

0.564

0.22

0.16

0.16

1.36

0.178

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios
*p < .05.
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Table 11
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 5: Instructional Scenarios on edTPA Task 2: Instructing and Engaging
Students in Learning
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 3.53, p = .020, R2 = .14
F Change (3, 65) =3.53, p = .020
Gender

-1.74

1.79

-0.12

-0.97

0.333

Ethnicity

0.56

0.58

0.11

0.96

0.340

GPA

3.36

1.15

0.34

2.91

0.005**

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 3.41, p = .004, R2 = .28
F Change (4, 65) = 3.00, p = .025
Gender

-2.01

1.71

-0.13

-1.18

0.244

Ethnicity

0.33

0.57

0.07

0.58

0.564

GPA

2.21

1.16

0.22

1.91

0.061

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.18

0.16

0.14

1.16

0.251

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.33

0.18

0.22

1.84

0.071

PLT 3: Assessment

0.32

0.19

0.19

1.67

0.100

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.42

0.23

-0.21

-1.86

0.067

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Instructional Scenarios
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 3.51, p = .002, R2 = .32
F Change (1, 60) = 3.28, p = .075
Gender

-0.88

1.79

-0.06

-0.49

0.626

Ethnicity

0.48

0.57

0.10

0.85

0.397

GPA

1.91

1.15

0.19

1.67

0.101

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.22

0.16

0.17

1.43

0.159

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.36

0.18

0.24

2.02

0.048

PLT 3: Assessment

0.30

0.19

0.18

1.60

0.115

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.48

0.22

-0.24

-2.13

0.037*

0.27

0.15

0.21

1.81

0.075

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Table 12
Hierarchical multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics, Other PLT Scores,
and PLT Score 5: Instructional Scenarios on edTPA Task 3: Assessing Student Learning
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 5.25, p = .003, R2 = .20
F Change (3, 65) = 5.25, p = .003
Gender

-1.21

1.79

-0.08

-0.68

0.501

Ethnicity

-0.07

0.59

-0.01

-0.12

0.907

GPA

4.51

1.16

0.44

3.90

0.000**

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores
Model Fit: F (7, 61) = 4.26, p = .001, R2 = .33
F Change (4, 65) = 3.02, p = .024
Gender

-1.71

1.71

-0.11

-1.00

0.321

Ethnicity

-0.38

0.57

-0.07

-0.67

0.507

GPA

3.20

1.16

0.31

2.76

0.008**

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.36

0.16

0.26

2.24

0.029*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.26

0.18

0.17

1.44

0.154

PLT 3: Assessment

0.23

0.19

0.14

1.21

0.232

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.17

0.23

-0.08

-0.76

0.449

Block 3: Intake Characteristics + "Other" PLT Scores + PLT Instructional Scenarios
Model Fit: F (8, 60) = 3.77, p = .001, R2 = .34
F Change (1, 60) = .561, p = .457
Gender

-1.23

1.83

-0.08

-0.67

0.504

Ethnicity

-0.32

0.58

-0.06

-0.55

0.586

GPA

3.07

1.18

0.30

2.61

0.011*

PLT 1: Students as Learners

0.37

0.16

0.27

2.32

0.024*

PLT 2: Instructional Process

0.28

0.18

0.18

1.50

0.139

PLT 3: Assessment

0.23

0.19

0.13

1.16

0.251

PLT 4: Prof Development

-0.20

0.23

-0.10

-0.85

0.396

0.11

0.15

0.09

0.75

0.457

PLT 5: Instructional Scenarios
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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Research Question 3: After controlling for the effects of student intake characteristics of
ethnicity, gender, and GPA, what is the strength of relationship among students’
composite scores on the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) and their
composite scores on the Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)?
When examining the results of the hierarchical regression of student intake
characteristics and the overall PLT score on overall edTPA score, block 1 indicated a
significant correlation (t = 3.51, p = 0.001) with GPA. Ethnicity and gender were proven
not to have a relationship on overall edTPA score. Block 2 included the intake
characteristics plus the overall PLT score. With and increase of 13% of the variance and
30% of the total variance (R2 = .30) explained, GPA (t = 2.51, p = 0.015) and overall PLT
score (t = 3.35, p = 0.001) showed a significant relationship. This indicated that
candidates who received a high overall score on the PLT were more inclined to score
high on the overall edTPA score (see Table 13).
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Table 13
Hierarchical Multiple Regression of Student Intake Characteristics and Overall PLT
Score, on Overall edTPA Score
Source

B

S.E.B.

b

t

p

Block 1: Intake Characteristics
Model Fit: F (3, 65) = 4.45, p = .007, R2 = .17
F Change (3, 65) = 4.45, p = .007
Gender

-4.42

4.89

-0.11

-0.90

0.369

Ethnicity

0.68

1.60

0.05

0.43

0.671

GPA

11.06

3.15

0.40

3.51

0.001**

Block 2: Intake Characteristics + Overall PLT Score
Model Fit: F (4, 64) = 6.68, p = .000, R2 = .30
F Change (1, 64) = 11.26, p = .001
Gender

-2.85

4.57

-0.07

-0.62

0.536

Ethnicity

0.11

1.50

0.01

0.07

0.943

GPA

7.75

3.09

0.28

2.51

0.015*

0.45

0.13

0.38

3.35

0.001**

PLT Overall Score
*p < .05. **p < .01.

Results Summary
This research sought to investigate the relationship among the scores obtained on the
PLT: Grades and the edTPA Elementary Literacy and identify any influences of
ethnicity, gender, and GPA. The data collected showed an overall significant relationship
among the PLT Students as Learners and PLT Instructional Process and the edTPA
Planning for Instruction and Assessment and Instructing and Engaging Students in
Learning. This indicates that if candidates do well on the PLT Students as Learners and
Instructional Process, they are likely to do well on edTPA Planning for Instruction and
Assessment and Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning. Although the PLT
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Assessment and the edTPA Assessment both focus on student assessment, the pair did
not show to have a significant relationship and are not aligned. Similar findings were
evident on the PLT Professional Development and PLT Instructional Scenarios. When
intake characteristics were taken into account, gender and ethnicity did not show a
significant relationship with the outcomes however, GPA was the only intake variable
that regularly correlated with the edTPA and PLT. One could infer if a candidate does
well on one part of the PLT that does not necessarily mean they will do well on the other
subtests whereas, if they do well on one edTPA task, they are likely to do well on the
other tasks. Additionally, a candidate who has a high GPA is likely to earn a high overall
score on the PLT and edTPA.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship between the scores
teacher candidates obtained on the PLT: Grades K-6 and the edTPA Elementary Literacy.
The candidates’ intake characteristics (gender, ethnicity, and GPA), PLT and edTPA
scores were examined. With several states considering using a performance-based
assessment in place of the PLT, the question becomes, is the edTPA an appropriate
measure to replace the PLT? Do teacher candidates who perform well on the PLT also
do well on a performance-based assessment, such as the edTPA? If not, what
relationships exist between the two measures? Do the relationships between performance
on the PLT and the edTPA differ by ethnicity or gender? Do students who have high as
compared to lower grade point averages (GPA) perform differently? Through the
analysis of the data, relationships and non-relationships were observed as reported in
Chapter 4. The focus of this chapter is to discuss the findings as they relate to the
research questions followed by implications and recommendations for future research.
Findings Related to the Research Questions
Research Question 1: What is the strength of relationship among teacher candidate
intake characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, their scores on the five subtests of
the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT), their three subscores on the
Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA), and their composite scores on these two
instruments?
When examining the strength of relationship among teacher candidate intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA as they related to the five PLT and three
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edTPA subtest scores, and the PLT and edTPA overall scores, GPA was the only
characteristics showing significance. Lack of significance for gender is understandable
due to the skewed gender distribution (females n = 66, 95.6%; males n = 3, 4.4%). With
regard to the ethnicity of participants, only 21.7% (n = 15) were non-white, while 60.9%
(n = 43) were white. Even though the ethnic distribution was unequal, significant
relationships could have emerged as seen in past research revealing higher scores for
whites as compared to non-whites (Denner, Norman, & Lin, 2009; Derham & Diperna,
2007; Mitchell et al., 2001; Sutton, 2003). The characteristic of GPA was shown to be
more of a systematic predictor on the edTPA than the PLT. Research related to these
specific findings is not available, however, GPA has been associated with PLT outcomes
(Blue, O’Grady, Toro & Newell, 2002; Denner et al., 2009; Derham et al., 2007;
Kirchner et al., 2010).
When examining relationships among PLT and edTPA subtest and overall scores, the
findings revealed a statistically significant relationship between the PLT Students as
Learners and Instructional Process as well as the edTPA Planning for Instruction and
Assessment and Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning. While PLT Professional
Development and Instructional Scenarios did not show to have any significant
relationships with the other variables. Overall scores on the edTPA were shown to be
highly correlated with edTPA subtest and moderately correlated on the PLT.
Also of interest in this study, the edTPA subscores are more inter-correlated while the
PLT subtests are more dependent. It could be assumed that the PLT is not necessarily a
more rigorous test than the edTPA but they are different kinds of assessment. PLT is a
traditional standardized test where all the subtests are stand-alone measures that have
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very little overlap and measure different components. In contrast, the edTPA shows to be
intercorrelated and each task builds upon one another and overlap is assumed (see Figure
1). Based on the edTPA correlations, these data suggest if candidates do well on the
edTPA Task 1 they would do well on Task 2 and 3. The edTPA findings from this study
are not indicative of the PLT. Candidates who do well on a particular PLT section may
or may not do well on the other sections of the exam. The results from questions 2 and 3
support similar conclusions.

PLT K-6 Subtests

edTPA Elementary Literacy Tasks

Students as Learners

Planning

Instructional Process

Instructing and Engaging
Students in Learning

Assessment

Assessing Student Learning

Professional Development, Leadership
and Community
High Correlation (p < .01)
Analysis of Instructional Scenarios
Moderate Correlation (p < .05)
Figure 1. Significant Correlations Between the PLT and the edTPA

Research Question 2: Is there a statistically significant relationship among the following
pairs of Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) subscores considered as
predictor variables and Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA) subscores considered
as criterion variables, after controlling for the effect of teacher candidate intake
characteristics of ethnicity, gender, and GPA, and their PLT subscores:
a. PLT “Students as Learners” and edTPA “Planning and Assessment”
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b. PLT “Instructional Process” and edTPA “Instructing and Engaging Students in
Learning”
c. PLT “Assessment” and edTPA “Assessing Student Learning”
d. PLT “Professional Development, Leadership and Community” and edTPA
“Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning”
e. PLT “Analysis of Instructional Scenarios” and edTPA “Planning and
Assessment, Instructing and Engaging Students in Learning, and Assessing
Student Learning”
Analysis for question 2 revealed a positive correlation with GPA among all of the
tested pairs and one or both edTPA Students as Learners and Planning and Assessment.
A closer investigation showed a correlation among the first two related categories on the
PLT and the edTPA on each regression, however there was not a statistically significant
correlation between the other categories. It is important to note that both the PLT
Assessment and edTPA Assessing Student Learning were regressed and there was no
significance reported. As mentioned in the findings in question 1, one could infer that the
PLT is a standardized test based on factual knowledge while the edTPA is more of a
practical application of assessment techniques and both do not measure the assessment
category in the same manner.
Research Question 3: After controlling for the effects of student intake characteristics of
ethnicity, gender, and GPA, what is the strength of relationship among students’
composite scores on the Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching (PLT) and their
composite scores on the Teacher Performance Assessment (edTPA)?
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When the composite score of the PLT was included, a change of the variance did not
show a correlation with GPA but showed a strong correlation between the edTPA
composite score and the PLT composite score. This would infer that candidates who
receive an overall high score on the PLT were more likely to obtain a high overall score
on the edTPA. Additionally, GPA was a predictor of both the PLT and edTPA as related
to the research mentioned in question 1. A discussion of implications of the research
findings is present in the following implication section.
Implications
The implications of this research are important to consider when taking into account
the individual intake characteristics, PLT, edTPA, licensure, and teacher preparation
programs.
Implications of Ethnicity
Findings among ethnicity, PLT and edTPA related teacher work samples from prior
research have mixed outcomes. Research reported by Mitchell et al. (2001), uncovered a
21-36 percentage points higher pass rate on the PLT Grades K-6 for whites than nonwhites as well as Sutton’s (2003) research concluding 83% of white students earned
qualifying scores on the PLT Grades K-6 exam as compared to 51-64% of non-whites.
Similar findings in regard to ethnicity and the PLT were not conclusive in this study.
When ethnicity and preservice teacher work samples were compared, Denner et al.
(2009) did not find any significant differences. Although ethnicity has shown to be
correlated with passing scores on the PLT from other studies, ethnicity did not show to
have a relationship among the scores the candidates obtained on the PLT. Furthermore,
the results from this study and Denner et al. (2009) both conclude similar findings in
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which there was no relationship among ethnicity and preservice teacher work samples
and in this research, the edTPA. Results from the Stanford Center for Assessment,
Learning and Equity edTPA Summary Report (2013), also concluded “comparatively
small differences were obtained among the subgroups in ethnic categories” (p. 22).
Implications of Gender
Based on the research conducted for this study, gender was not shown to have a
significant relationship with the PLT or the edTPA. However, an investigation of
literature from two different studies uncovered a relationship among gender and
preservice teacher work samples. Specifically, Denner et al. (2009) found a significant
gender difference in preservice teacher work samples scores wherein females
outperformed males on every work sample category. Additionally, Kirchner et al. (2010)
discovered a statistically significant relationship among teacher work samples and
gender. Another study of PLT: Grades K-6 scores of Tennessee pre-service teachers
revealed a three-point gender difference in favor of female elementary teachers (Pugh,
2008). Although research points to a relationship between gender and teacher work
samples, similar results were not found in this study. A relationship was not discovered
among gender, PLT and the edTPA in this study. Additionally, the Stanford Center for
Assessment, Learning and Equity edTPA Summary Report (2013) indicated no gender
differences were found among the candidates who had participated in the edTPA field
trials.
Implications on GPA
Throughout the research, GPA tended to be a systematic predictor of all of the PLT
and edTPA variables. Findings in terms of the correlation between the GPA and PLT
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were consistent with a study presented by Blue et al. (2002), which found correlations
between GPA and PLT scores. Candidates who had a high GPA earned high PLT scores.
Additional studies conducted by Derham et al., (2007), Denner et al., (2009) and
Kirchner et al. (2010) found GPA, PLT and preservice teacher work samples to be
correlated. The candidates in the studies who received high scores on the PLT and
teacher work samples were found to have a high GPA. It can be surmised from the
research that similarities between the edTPA and preservice work samples could be
related and the possible correlations of the edTPA and GPA. In respect to this study,
these findings suggest that candidates with a high GPA are likely to score high on the
PLT. Consequently, candidates with a high GPA likewise can construct a higher quality
edTPA.
Implications on PLT
Kirchner et al. (2010) found PLT scores significantly correlated with teacher work
sample scores. Both assessments investigate teacher effectiveness characteristics,
however the PLT exam does not measure a candidate’s skills related to teacher
effectiveness (Educational Testing Service, 2013a).

While contradictory research

(Crow, 2009; Mitchell et al., 2001) indicates the PLT does not determine or predict
teacher effectiveness, a generalization could be made that both the PLT and the edTPA
attempt to measure effective teaching practices but in two different and distinct ways as
referenced in the question 1 discussion section.
Implications of edTPA
As discussed in chapter 2, The edTPA is one of the only single subject teacher
performance assessments that can determine the strength of a candidate’s teaching
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knowledge and skills as it is applied in a real teaching situation (Newton, 2010).
According to the Center for American Progress (Darling-Hammond, 2010a), the edTPA
measures what teachers actually do in the classroom and not just on what they know or
how well they may be taking a standardized exam. Working through the edTPA process,
candidates stimulate their learning by making their own meaning of their teaching and
understand how their performance in the classroom could impact student learning
(Hammerness et al., 2005). Newton’s (2010) preliminary research investigating the
similar teacher performance assessment in California (PACT), revealed promising
outcomes of the performance assessment linked to greater teacher effectiveness and
improved students’ value-added achievement gains when teacher candidates earned
higher PACT scores.
Implications for Licensure and Teacher Education Programs
Teacher education programs are or could be faced with the decision to replace the
PLT for the edTPA. Due to the nature of the PLT being a standardized exam that
measures candidate knowledge of learning and teaching rather than teacher effectiveness,
it is recommended that the PLT be used as a checkpoint in the final semesters of a teacher
education program rather than a licensure requirement. Replacing the edTPA as a
licensure requirement during the final semester of a teacher education program will allow
candidates to demonstrate the necessary knowledge and skills required to be an effective
educator.
Shifting the edTPA to a licensure requirement has major implications for teacher
education programs. To achieve successful edTPA implementation into a teacher
program and effectively prepare teacher candidates requires changes in instruction,
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curriculum, and teacher candidate experiences. Thus higher education faculty and
teacher candidates must learn about and understand the edTPA and the nature of the
assessment as it may be quite different from current practices. For example, the edTPA
requires teacher candidates to demonstrate deeper understanding of how to teach and
provide the rational for instructional decisions through reflective writing. Additionally,
since GPA has shown to be an indicator in how well candidates perform on the edTPA,
universities should consider raising the GPA requirement for their teacher education
program.
Limitations
As with all research, the findings in this study must consider the limitations. This
study was conducted at one university and only investigated a single undergraduate K-6
and Special Education dual license education program, PLT: Grades K-6 and the edTPA
Elementary Literacy. Another important limitation was the small sample size of 69
candidates who were mostly female. Additionally, this vast difference in the way the
PLT and edTPA assess the candidate’s knowledge and skills limited the findings. The
PLT is a standardized test with either right or wrong answers and a small section devoted
to a written component. In contrast, the edTPA is a performance-based assessment with
a set of rubrics with varying degrees of achievement and is limited to only one learning
event that spans across three to five interrelated lesson plans.
Recommendations for Future Research
Since many institutions of higher education across the nation have moved to full
implementation of edTPA, this assessment is positioned to become the first national
preservice performance assessment determined to be valid and reliable across the United
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States (Darling-Hammond, 2010a; Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning and Equity,
2013). Thus, there are implications for future research that should be considered. First,
beyond Newton (2010), little research exists about candidates who completed a
preservice performance assessment and the effect the assessment plays in value added
outcomes. Investigating future results with a large sample size will show the degree to
which the edTPA impacts student performance. Second, investigating program
accountability is necessary. Accountability in this instance is defined as the standards,
structures, and rigor of a teacher education program. Programs should consider if the
edTPA has a positive impact on curricular and program changes and what programs are
doing to improve student achievement. Third, the edTPA is sometimes referred to as the
“National Board for Juniors.” Conducting a study to see if there are any correlations
between completing the edTPA and National Board Certification is of interest. Finally,
teacher retention has remained a major problem in the education profession (Flynt &
Morton, 2009). With the high demands placed on teachers at the district, state, and
national level, investigating how the edTPA impacts teacher retention will be useful to
multiple stakeholders.
Conclusions
The primary purpose of this research was to explore the relationship between teacher
candidate performance on the PLT: Grades K-6 and the edTPA Elementary Literacy
assessments to determine if edTPA could be considered as a replacement for the PLT.
When comparing the PLT versus the edTPA, the literature review did not favor the PLT
as an effective means to predict the readiness of new classroom teachers due to the
standardized testing format (Clauser et al., 2006; Crow, 2010; Hill et al., 2011; Mitchell
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et al., 2001). Whereas, edTPA research reveals “the assessment is well-aligned to the
professional standards it seeks to measure, reflects the actual work of teaching, and that
the score measures a primary characteristic of effective teaching” (Stanford Center for
Assessment, Learning and Equity, 2013, p. 2). Although data from this research showed
positive relationships between edTPA and the PLT, the findings do not conclusively
support replacing use of the PLT K-6 with the edTPA. Based on earlier discussions, this
could result from the standardized PLT exam and the application based edTPA. It is also
important to consider GPA as a major factor in the success of both the PLT and the
edTPA.
Although data from this research showed positive relationships between the
edTPA and the PLT, the findings suggest edTPA as a more viable licensure assessment
option. Compared to the PLT, the edTPA is more sustainable because of the positive
relationships between key categories and the real-world nature of a performance-based
assessment and the P-12 classroom.
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Appendix A
Test at a Glance - Praxis II Principles of Learning and Teaching: Grades K-6

!

73!

!
Appendix B
edTPA Features
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